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July 16, 2004

Mr. Don McElroy
US EPA, HBO
One Congress St., Suite 1100
Boston, MA 02114-2023

RE: Proposed Plan. Iron Horse
Park OU #3.

Dear Mr. McElroy:

The Department has reviewed the June 2004 Proposed Plan (the Plan) for Remedial Action at the
Third Operable Unit (OU #3) for the Iron Horse Park Superfund site in Billerica and is
submitting the following formal comments.

1) As the Preliminary Remediation goals (cleanup goals) for soils were not included in this Plan,
DEP expects an opportunity to review and comment on them before the Record of Decision
(ROD) is made final.

2) As stated on page 7 of the Plan, the proposal "presents cleanup approaches for soil
conmminazion only.’" The proposed remedy does not take measures to actively cleanup
groundwater as models predicted it would take a very long time (greater than 200 years) to
achieve cleanup goals for groundwater, even with source control measures, EPA states that
groundwater monitoring will be conducted and trends in contaminant concentrations evaluated.
If the groundwater is being monitored to determine whether it is technically impracticable to
achieve specific cleanup goals for groundwater, EPA should be conducting this monitoring as a
Remedial Investigation activity, not as part of the remedy for this Operable Unit. EPA will then,
at a later time, issue a decision document for groundwater.

3) The Plan does not discuss the evaluation of the VOCs found in groundwater monitoring wells
adjacent to the asbestos landfill. DEP was previously informed that the source of VOCs would
be investigated during the design process for the Remedial Action. No mention has been made
of this in the Plan. The Department is concerned that the VOCs be investigated either during the
design process or during the investigation for OU ~/4.
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4) All of the preferred alternatives will require Institutional Controls to maintain the
effectiveness of the remedy and prevent future exposure to contaminants that will remain in
place at the Site.

Proposed Plan Source Control Cleanup Options

5) Pending review of public comments, the DEP is in general agreement with the following
preferred alternatives.

B&M Railroad Landfill
The DEP agrees with the preferred alternative for the landfill, which includes capping the landfill
(SO-I).

RSI Landfill
The DEP agrees with the preferred alternative for the landfill, which includes capping the landfill
(sc-1).

Contaminated Soils Area
The DEP agrees with the preferred alternative of capping in place (SC-1).

Asbestos Landfill
The DEP agrees with the preferred alternative of capping in place (SC-I).

Asbestos Lagoons
The DEP agrees with the preferred alternative of excavation of waste and capping elsewhere on-
site (SC-2). The FS stated that the Asbestos Lagoons would be excavated to a depth of I foot.
Since soil was not sampled within the lagoons, it is possible that greater depths may need to be
excavated to remove the contamination.

Old B&M Oil/Sludge Recycling Area
The DEP agrees with the preferred alternative of capping in place (SC-l) as long as the cap
constitutes an engineered barrier as described under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan.
During historical investigations of this area, LNAPL has periodically been found. Although
cleanup goals have not been established for this OU yet, DEP considers NAPL thickness in
excess of Vz inch to constitute an exceedance of the Upper Concentration Limit (UCL), An
engineered barrier would be required if the NAPL were left in place without being fixated
(immobilized) and if it were less than 15 feet below the ground surface. DEP UCLs have been
incorporated as cleanup goals at Superfund sites in Massachusetts and we would expect them to
be incorporated into the ROD for this OU.
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6) B&M Locomotive Shop Disposal Areas
The RI described samples taken up to 12 feet deep with one isolated location containing elevated
levels of PCBs. The Feasibility Study discussed excavating the two areas 20 feet deep. It does
not seem ]Likely that the entire 5 acres (both areas combined) needs to be excavated to 20 feet.
Perhaps just the "hot spot" where PCBs were detected needs to be excavated. The volume
should be recalculated. It may be that excavation and capping elsewhere on-site will be a better
remedial action than capping in place.

The DEP would prefer that the two areas be excavated (SC-2) rather than capped (SC- l }. From
discussions held during the preparation of the Feasibility Study (FS), it appeared that excavating
these areas was more appropriate due to the engineering difficulties with capping being so close
to the man-made canal and/or wetlands. The preferred alternative calls for capping in place.
Due to engineering issues, DEP believes that the Locomotive Shop Disposal Areas should be
excavated and placed under one of the on-site caps (RSI Landfill) rather than being capped in
place,

DEP appreciates the opportunity to submit formal comments on the Proposed Plan for Operable
Unit #3 of the Iron Horse Park Superfund Site. We look forward to your response to our
comments.

Sincerely,

Janet S. Waldron
DEP Project Manager

e-file: 4.09 Proposed Plans for Selected RA/Proposed Plan Formal Comments
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL: mcetroy.don(~eDa.~ov

Don McElroy
Remedial Project Manager
U.$. Environmental Protection Agency
Region I (HRO)
1 Congress Street
Suite 1:100
Boston, Massachusetts 02 ! 14

Re: Proposed Plan for Iron Horse Park Superfund Site; Asbestos Lagoons

Dear FAir. McElroy:

The purpose of this letter is to provide comments on the Proposed Plan for the Asbestos Lagoons
area of concern at the Iron Horse Park Superfimd Site.

Specifically. it would seem that the cost estimated for the on-site capping option is significantly
too high. Based on Johns Manville’s prior experience, effective asbestos settling basin caps cost
in the range of $30,000 to $50,000 per foot of thickness per acre. If the asbestos lagoons are
approximately three acres and a three-foot thick engineered cap is necessary, the total cost of on-
site cap should not exceed $450,000 (3"3"$50,000). Construction and agency oversight along
with safety and other costs could increase this by $100,000 for a total of $550,000 but certainly
not the $2,900,000 referenced in the proposed plan.

Given that the remedial action objective here is prevention of exposure to lagoon-related
asbestos and because asbestos, unlike dissolved substances, does not migrate in groundwater, the
better alternative would be to install an effective cap on the lagoons.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to call me.

                 

Bruce D. Ray
Assocmte General Counsel
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Via Emzdl and First Class Mail

August 13, 2004

Donald Iv~Elroy
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region I, (HBO)
I Congress Street, Suite 1100
Bostot~, MA 02114

Rot~n F. F~2pa~ickJr.
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gOg’TON. ~IA 02|09

r 6J7:526 6352
~) 617 .,~6 .SQO0 I~

Comments on EPA’s Proposed Plan For Lagoons At
Oj~rabl= Unit 3 of the Ir.o~horsv P.ar.k Su_verfund. ~ite

Dear Mr. McElroy:

This letter and the enclosed letter from BNZ’s consultant, ESS Group, Inc., am the comments
of BNZ MateriaLs, Inc. ("BNZ") on EPA’s proposed plan for the lagoons in Operable Unit 3 of
the Iron Horse Park Superfund Sit, (so-called "Area of Concern 7").

.EPA has proposed excavating the lagoons and transporting the excavated material to the B&M
landfill for disposal tmdvr an expanck~I cap. The lagoons am located on BNZ’s property on High
Street. BNZ acquired this Prol~rty from Johns Manville in 1987. BNZ has never used or
manufactured products containing asbestos. Johns Manvil/e, not BNZ, used the lagoons for the
disposal of asbeatos slurry.

EPA should reconsider its proposed lagoon remedy. For the reasons cMscribed
in ESS’ le, ttcr, managing the lagoons ha place rather than excavating and transporting the
excavated material to the B&M landfill will produce a faster, less expensive and more protective
remedy during construction.

BNZ is a small company with Hmited resources. Reducing the cost and logistical complexity of
the lagoon remedy consistent with ESS’s comments will yield a remedy that can be more readily
implemented.

Nothing in this letter or ESS’ letter is or should be construed as an acknowledgement or
admission of any fact or liability. BNZ reserves all rights and dvf~.

BALT1HORIE B~L/N BOSTON 1~5.~13 LONDON MUNEH
NEW YC~K NOgTHERN ~ OXEOP..D t:~NCEI’ON WALT’rI~ WASHINGTON
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Please let me know if you would like to discuss BNZ’s comments.

Very truly yours,

                                   

R~j~cmd
~lomm

cc: Mr. Josh Hulce
Peter E. Nauge, oni, P.E., LSP



Nr. Oon.~
P.emed~t Project ~anager
US. ~1 Probction Agency
Region Z (HSO)
~ ~ ~rm 110o

8S8 Worcester Street
S~Jte 240
Welf~Jey
Hassact~(Jsc~.~
0~482
p 781A3t.0S00
f 781.431,7434

Dear Donw

ESS Group, T~:., (ESS) is p~avidlng these Formal Comments on the Proposed Plan for
Operable Unit 3 at l~e Iron Horse Park Superfund SJ~e on behalf of our dlent, BNZ Materials,
Inc. Our cornn~ are focused on the lagoons CArea of Concern 7) sirme our di~’¢ has had
no Involvement fn any othe~ poddon of 1~ rron Horse Park S~peffund ~e.

W~th respect ~o the ~goons, h~e proposed ~ernedy (SO2) calls for the mcavaUon o~
~5;200 cu~c yards of what EPA presumes .~ be astesCe ¢o~¢m!nkxj’soil,

an assumed ...average depth of ¢sbeslz~ �ontab~ng so~ ~ It~ iagoom of 5 fec¢ The mcavated
soa vodd.~en be ~udced m the S&H Land~ (Area of Co n~m ~.) and p~:ed under U’,e �:a~
of" ..Ule.B’&M ~no~. "1~ lagcx)n e0~a~ wouIdt~en be ~ with 1 fi~otof chsan
~to~ by:6 ~ ofto~ and seed~, The cost esUrna~.InducleS prov~ns n)r dust
control, dewat~lng and a modest allowance (appro0dmat~y $2.~3 per cul~c yard or sol0 for
"Cap Expars[on" to address Incremerdal costs of capping the B & M Landffil.

An alternative Rrnedy ~ by EPA for I~e lagoons ~hat pro~des the ~ame level of
p~-c~ece~m asremedy ~-~) is cap~ the mgoons in ~a~ (s¢-1) combined with rand use
res~4c~ons and ~. EPA a~ ellm]na~d this optlOn since .its cost of $2.9O
rr~.!ton,.w~- apl:~o~mateTy $1 mgLk)n, higher b"tan remedy 5C-2: The .oost .eslJnla. te for the
fagot.,_ ~pping...ren~edy. was i~u~l:on the use:c~ slngle harder :Cap w~h ~ over~. ~ of
3o: .~hm and ~duded a SO.n~.Low OenS~ Po~ ~ andre
O.n,~n~ ~Co,~oo~ ~Wer. ~ ~.-d~o assumed that-Urn .ca.p woUu ex~enU o~r the
.curfeW. footprint o~ the 3 lagoons"aml:l~-approxlmateJy 21,000 ~blc y~srds of granular t"dl
would be requlred ~o provlde an ackclUate slope (5%3 on the lagOo~ ca~.-

.: ._the. work at the remainlng Areas o~-~ (AOCs~ "rnis a~ W~.be muo~ sbwer
tha~In;place dosure o~ the . .l~joons.., which can be accompl~. ’ .hed.l~t of t~e p~annl~g
or lm~n of work at t~e oiler AOCs. EPA’s .proposed approach also signlflcant~/
t~ndem BNZ’s a~lW to .o~an .for and. ~mpl~ a program geared :tovvarc~ t~e benet~t re-
use of-the ~agoo~ area sln~ BNZ will-have no control over the pro~:t,



The Plan shouki ~ ~ an m’P~e ca~ng approach rot the ~joons that ~; planned ar~
implemerCed separ-dl~ ~ U~e ~ ~ ~ ~ AOCs in OU-3. The in-pta~ capping
approach wooid t:c0Cect human health and the en~ronmem and wo~]d be consistent with
APJ~, including I.’.ADEP’s Dra~ ~bestm in Sd} St~eam, nlng Regdations and e,~nagement,
Policy and Ted~nk:al Support Document (February 2, 20~XDrafc MADEP Policy), Thfs
approach will anew BINZ to plan For and implement a oast~TecClve bene~ai reuse plan for
the lagoon area that Is consistent wi~ the ~l ~ ~A a~ MADEP. BNZ is ~rez~
evaluating redeveloF;ng the lagoon area for reczeaUor~! ve~e and boat storage. Of the
viaUe o~ ~¢~fled by the EPA (SC-Z a,d SC-2), in ~ee capping approach (SC-Z) wouU
be n’c~t prolzct~ to site worters and kxal resldetCs dudng constrcc~n due to the more
flmlt~d asbestos handling,

Capping ~ lagoons m pTace woLed be less expensive ’d~an e~cav~ng and trammrting
mal~,.rlal from ~’le lagoons to ttm S & M Landfill The primary reason for the high cost o¢ the
lagoon capping o~ under the EPA’s ana~ L~ the cost aSsodated w~th pro~lng 2.1.,38S
cubk: yards, of dean f~i required for sk~pe/gcadlng purposes. Th~ mateda; nq~;ents about
$400,0(30 of EPA’s $1.1 million base estimaP- A more oost effective approad~ would be to
consolklate the mcjoons prior to ~l~, thereby redudng the e0st for Imp<~ed ~ mate~.

components of the low pem~Mity bar~ represent another ~,236,000 of EPA’s base
esUmate, ESS dOeS not agree thaL a low perme~bir~y barrier is required for the lagoons.

Zn addition, the types of pro~ reuse currently bang evahsat~ would further reduce
capping costs by $85,000 or more. This world be ~=~mp~shed by incorporating r~weme~t
into the cap thereby eliminating the need for the hydmseed, topsoil, and a part, if not
enUre proposed ~ th~dc cover so~t.layer. This would :lead to additional costs savings of
$8S,000 to $Z30,000. This esUrna~e is based upon a planning price provided by a local
o~ntzacror to plao~ ~raches of asphalt over 8 to 12 lnd~ of bedding at the sit~. Xn
summary, ~e rest esttmabe for SC~I Is believed ~o over sta~ t~e oosts required to cap the
lagoons in a manner that is IxoCect~ of human health and the environme~ and by
inco~ reuse options Into t~e In place dosure option, add~onat costs savings ~ be
achieved.

SPE-C]]F[C COMMENTS:

1. Unit 3 att~mpls to slmdmeously adcltes~ seven unique AOCs that ate quite
dlm’~ and dea~ represent separa~ potent~ source azeas. Zn fact, EPA tn its
~24, 2003:~ Year Revfew ~ states in sect~ rr It~at :..each
source andIn OU3 is ur~que...’. ~ owners ~ be a~owed to address AOCs that
are~self Contained on their propety on an. individual basis, "ilds approach would lead to

eflldent_ and fSmely imple’nentatton-~ .the remedies, while providing prope~
owners ~ op~or~y to �ons~ and ~n~t ~-r~ re-use of U~ prope~v.
For a prop¢~. 0wner tO devek)p and implement a.~use plan, they need the highest le~
ofaem~and o0r~over ~mstsar~sd~ Under ~ [em~~
~the B% BNZ would t~-ve to oaon"enate I~eir re~. use et/or~s with remedlaUOn of the ~&
H ~a~dN; ~ S & ~ Landfltl has a number oral arm reguWmry ~ Ce.g.
remov~g :V~este horn "v~-vdan~) that add slgn[flcant uncertaSnty to costs and schedule,
TheSe unceY6alnUes w~uld be e]~mlnabad. If the lagoons were managed on the BNZ
pr0Per~, theret~enhanc~ng ~e abtl~ to ~ re-use theBNZ property.

,
The seleCl~n of remedy SC-2 over SC-1 was appazenlJy made based primarily on o:et
sim:e both approaches provide sin~’lar levels of protection to human health and the
env~ronrdent. Given the uncertainly in the cost estimates and the dem’re of BNT_ to more

r~z
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directh/control work on their property, the Plan shoutd provide for implementation of an
approach similar to option SC-1, because it is as protective to human health and the
environment, as compliant with ARARs as predicted by the EPA’s Feasibility Study and
otherwise more benefidal than option 5C-2 based upon cost-effectiveness and ability to
support property reuse.

The Proposed Plan states on page 4 that there are ~risks from asbestos at two of the
areas", The data and analys~ presented in the Remedial Investigation (P3) do not
support this statement with respect to asbestos containing soils that may be present in
the lagoons. There has been no quantitative risk assessment performed to confirm that
the asbestos confining soils present in the ~joons present a current or future risk to
human health or the environrnent.

The Proposed Plan recommends excavBting the contents of the lagoons and trucking the
contents to the fi & M landfill for disposal under bhe cap of the B & M Landfill (option SC-
2). The Feasibility Study (FS) and Proposed Plan do not take into consideration the
potential short term risk associated with the excavation, handling, trucking and re-
deposition of asbestos containing soils. In many instances leaving unconsolidated
asbestos fiber containing soils or materials in place and minimizing the handling of the
materials presents less risk than the potential risk posed by generating airborne asbestos
during excavation, trucking and re-deposition of asbestos containing soils. The Draft
MADEP Poticy acknowledges that leaving asbestos cOntaining materials in piace will avoid
asbestos releases and potential exposures, if re-use plans for the property allow the
material to remain in ptace,

The Proposed Plan includes a low permeability cap in the alternative that was considered
for the in-place capping of the lagoons (option SC-1). The data presented by EPA in the
RI does not indicate that a low permeability cap is required for the lagoons since a}
asbestos is known to be insoluble and therefore would not require a low permeability cap
as exemplif’~d by the cap design used for the Asbestos Landfill, b) there is no current risk
posed by the groundwater in the vicinity of the lagoons, and c) even if there is a potential
future risk associated with the groundwater, there is no identified correlation between the
contents of the lagoon and the metals detected in groundwater in the vicinity of the
Iagoons which drive the risk assessment.

The evaluation of the on-site capping option should have considered consolidation of the
lagoons to reduce overall capping requirements and costs. For example, if the 5% slope
assumed by EPA for option SC-t is required for the cap, the contents of one lagoon could
be used as fill material on the adjacent tagoon rather than importing fill for use in grading.
This approach would reduce costs by redudng the amount of imported fill required and by
creating a smaller cap footprint, thereby reducing capping and long term maintenance
costs. Lagoon consolidation and in-place capping should be included as a viable option for
the lagoons in the Plan.

Consideration should be given to an in-place capping approach for the lagoons that
indudes the benefidaJ re-use oF the lagoon area such that the capping could be
incorporated into the future site use, thereby potentially reducing capping costs and
generating revenue for the long term maintenance of the cap. The use of an asphalt cap
or construction of a building over the lagoons, for example, which are both included as
presumptive remedies in the Draft NADEP Policy, would provide a multi-purpose benefit
for the lagoon closure and re-use of the lagoon area.

Page3
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Don McElrw
AuguSt Z3, 200~

,
In consideration of comment number 4 above, it is not apparent in the cost estimate
backup in the FS for Re recommended option SC-2 that sufficient allowances are provided
for dust control and monitoring during the excaval~on, roading, transport, and p~acement
of the lagoon materials.

The "cap expansion" allowance of $32,500 in the reoommende~ ren~=dy (SC-2) for the
lagoons does not accurately rellect the true cost of incorporating the excavated sorids into
the B & N Landfi]l based upon our experience; There is also uncertainty associated with
the vertical extent of materials that would be removed from the lagoons and the type of
post-e.xcavatioa surface restoration and land use oontrois that will be required, The fact
that remediation goals for unconsolidated asbestos fibers are not establ[shed in the
Feasibility Study further increases the uncertainty associated with excavating this material.
This may lead to significantly higher restoration costs than included tn the cost estimate.

Therefore, tt is likely that the actual costs would be greater t~ manage the lagcons
materials at Be BSd~1 Land~Jl than to manage the material in place.

tO. The placement of the excavated lagoon material under the B&t4 Landfill cap in the
recommended remedy (SC-2) will Increase the impacts to wetlands and the floodplain in
the vidnity of the B&H Landfill by increasing the volume of material to be placed in the
landfill. The in-place ca;)ping of the Iagoons {remedy SC-1) will have no impact on
wetlands or floodplains.

11. A number of action speciFH: asbestos management related ARARs are identified for the
work associated with implementing the recommended remedy (SC-2) at the lagoons. By
transporting the asbestos containing soil to the B&M Landfill many of these ARARs would
aLso apply at the B&I Landfill AOC. The FS does not identify asbestos related ARARs for
the B&N Landfill AOC and the asbestos is not identified as a contaminant of concern. 1¢
appears this has caused an under-estimaUon of the level of effort and costs for dkposing
the excavated lagoon material at ~ ~ Landfill,

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. If you should have any questions
please contact Peter Nangeroni at 781-489-£106,

Sincerely,

F_.SS GROUPs INC,

Peter E. Nangeroni, P.E., LSP
Senior Vice President

Mtchaet S. Gltten, P.E., LSP
Vice President

C: Robert F. Fitzpatrick, Jr., Esq.

Page 4
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In the Matter of:

PUBLIC HEARING :

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

)Lher’:

RE: PROPOSED CLEAN-UP PLAN FOR OPERABLE UNIT 3 AT THE

IRON HORSE PARK SUPERFUND SITE

Billerica Town Hall
Room 210
365 Boston Road,
Billerica, Massachusetts

Wednesday

June 16, 2004

The above entitled matter came on for hearing,

pursuant to Notice at 8:15 p.m.

BEFORE:

ROBERT CIANCIARULO, Chief
Massachusetts Superfund Section
DON MCELROY, Remedial Project Manager
STACEY GREENDLINGER
EPA, Region 1
1 Congress St., Suite Ii00
Boston, MA 02114-2023

APEX Reporting

(617) 426-3077



SPEAKERS:

David Johnson

Joanne Giovino

Barbara Morrissey

A1 Ramos

Judy Lieberman
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PROCEEDINGS

MR. CIANCIARULO: Good evening. I’m Bob

Cianciarulo. I am Chief of the Massachusetts Superfund

Section at EPA, and I’ll be the Hearing Officer for

tonight’s hearing on the proposed clean-up plan for what’s

called Operable Unit 3 at the Iron Horse Park Superfund

site.

As Stacey and Don mentioned, the purpose of this

hearing is really to get your comments formally on the

record so your voice can be heard on this clean-up proposal.

As Don outlined earlier in the meeting, community acceptance

is one of the nine criteria we use set forth by the

Superfund law. we use those to select a clean-up plan.

It’s a critical part of our decision-making process.

Again, as noted earlier, and in the proposed plan

at the back of the room, the public comment period

officially begins today, and it’s scheduled to run 30 days,

to July 16th. You’ve heard this, and this will be the fifth

time you’ve heard this, as far as how you can make a

commen~. There’s no obligation to sort of make an oral

comment here. This is really, hopefully, a matter of

convenience to the extent that you don’t want to otherwise

submit written comments either by mail, by fax or by email

all to Don’s attention. And those addresses and phone

numbers are in the proposed plan. So you can comment orally

APEX Reporting

(617) 426-3077
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today and in writing, or in writing, your choice.

We’ll be transcribing the meeting, as we

discussed, and we’ll produce a printed transcript which will

make part of the record. That will go in the library with

the other materials we discussed earlier. And we’ll also

then be responding to comments that we receive on the

proposed plan in what’s called a responsiveness summary that

we’ll publish in conjunction with our Record of Decision.

The hearing process is rigid, and I hope it’s not

too frustrating. We will be accepting your comments. It

won’t be a dialogue. We won’t be responding to them

verbally. So don’t take it out on me if you ask a bunch of

questions and I say thank you. Because really, again, this

process is get your comments formally on the record.

I’d ask when you do come up and make a comment,

you state your name, address, and affiliation, if any, also

for the record. I’m going to try to limit people to five

minutes each, just to make sure that everybody who wants to

make a formal statement does so.

And again, we’ll make ourselves available at the

close of the meeting to the extent there is additional

questions and answers, more informal dialogue you’d like to

have.

So to the extent that people have signed up at the

back or, you know. we can sort of, in an orderly fashion,

APEX Reporting

(617) 426-3077
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figure out who wants to make -- who wants to be first. And

it may not be necessarily again if you’re just stating your

name and address. It’s a small enough crowd. Just as long

as someone’s willing to break the ice.

MS. GREENDLINGER: Do you want to go first? You

can feel free to go first.

MR. CIANCIARUI~: Okay, I need you to just stand

up ~here.

MR. JOHNSON: Okay. Do I hit you?

MR. CIANCIARULO: Not yet.

MR. JOHNSON: Not yet, okay. I talked to you

earlier, Don, about the proposed clean-up and how to

determine the effectiveness of the clean-up, and also, to

assess what is going to be done of the plan. To do that, I

would like to have on-line access to all of the ground

water, surface water, sediment and air monitoring results

that are taken at this site. And I’d also like to have it

for -- instituted for all of the other sites that are

included in this overall Iron Horse Superfund Park. That’s

my comment, and I feel that the plan needs to include making

that information available on line, both now, and as part of

the ongoing maintenance.

Oh, my name is David Johnson, and it’s 113 Gray

Street, Billerica. And soon to be, I’m affiliated with the

Earth Watch Coalition. Thank you.

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077
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MR. CIANCIARULO: Okay, thank you. All yours.

You can stand on elther side.

MS. GIOVINO: Dangerous to give me a mike -- No,

I’m kidding.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Again, if you could, name and

address.

MS. GIOVINO: Yes.

MR. CIANCIARULO: And maybe you want to stand

facing everyone else.

MS. GIOV~NO: All right, Joanne Giovino, I0

Eastview Ave., Billerica; President of the Earth Watch

Coalition, which is the organization that has been the

liaison with the EPA over these last 22 years. We were

formerly known as the Superfund Action Committee, which we

will soon be going back to the superfund Action Committee.

And we have received technical assistance grant money. And

Dave Johnson is a member. Barbara Morrissey and Helen

Knight are the core members. And these are the people that,

for the rest of you who are here, we are the people for 22

years that have been working to see that this is taken care

of properly.

My comment is, in looking at the matrix for the

proposed options, I would like to see, on the mobility and

toxicity and volume -- but primarily on the mobility -- I

would like all the areas that are to be capped to have the

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077
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EPA determine the depth to the high seasonal water

elevations, and develop a matrix indicating the contaminants

and the mobility rate, and then the cost so that EPA could

make a determination whether, in some instances, if there’s

a high mobility rate of particularly onerous contaminants,

that it may be very well worth it to then examine options or

methods of installing a non-porous liner in the bottom and

the sides.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Okay, thank you. Others?

MS. MORRISSEY: My name is Barbara Morrissey. I

live at i0 Sumac Street. I’m also a member of Earth Watch

Coalition. And I just want to basically say ditto to what

Joanne said. Many of the problems with the Superfund site

that we have in town is that it is in a wetland area. And

because of that, even if something may not be mobile during

a dry or a drought-type season, whenever there is any heavy

rain. those areas flood dramatically. I live near there. I

see the flooding.

so there is going to be a sponge effect. There

will be mobility. There is no way, when the water does go

up into the mounds of these landfills that are going to be

created, that it will not be giving the contaminants the

ability to move, and possibly to go to another area in town.

And I do want to see every effort made to contain this by

putting some type of a liner in there. Thank you very much.

APEX Reporting

(617) 426-3077



5

6

7

8

9

l0

Ii

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

2O

21

22

23

24

25

NO?

like to? Sure.

MR. RAMOS: My name is A1 Ramos.

Pleasant Street, and I have no affiliation.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Okay, others? You can be next.

Has everyone made a comment for the -- Oh, would you

I live at 39 Mr.

I just live in

the neighborhood. And my only comment is I’d like somebody

to somehow do like a definitive study on the cancer rate

because I’ve only lived here ten years. But talking to

long-term neighbors, they said there is clusters,

apparently, of cancer in the area. And that’s extremely

important. A~d two neighbors within about five houses of

me, both in their 40s and 50s, one has succumbed, and the

other one is not doing very well at all. And the one that’s

not doing very well at all, he basically never smoked, never

drank, and he has throat cancer. And he’s lived there about

25 years. So this brings that into question. And I’ge got

three little children. So that’s one of the biggest

concerns that I have.

And, yeah, jusu basically, if somebody could

conduct a definitive study. And I know there’s a lot of

analysis and stuff. But maybe it’ll speak for itself if the

data, if it’s real obvious, you know, so better decisions

can be made on the priority of the fund. Thank you.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Thank you.

MS. LIEBERMAN: My name is Judy Lieberman, and I

APE~Reporting
(617) 426-3077
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live at 201 High Street. And I’m getting up basically

because of what you just said about people coming down with

cancer. I own horses.

good care of my horses.

them than I do myself.

And back in 2001 -- and I take very

Actually, I take better care of

And I experienced some very strange

happenings in my stable with my animals.

I went out one evening. It was in December of

2000. And my horses were bleeding around the coronary

bands. It’s where the hoof and the ankle meet. My horses,

you know, they didn’t have thrush, or they didn’t have any

other, you know, ailments, any, you know, horse-related

diseases or anything like that. They were just bleeding

around the coronary bands. And also their argots. It’s

another little piece of skin up above their knee. And all

of my horses had the same symptoms. I’ve never seen

anything like it. I’ve had horses for over 30 years.

I called my veterlnarian. And he said, you know,

obviously, they either ingested some kind of a toxin --

whether it was from the soil, the feed or, you know,

something aerial. I did call the EPA, and eventually, I had

them come out. At first, they were a little reluctant to

come out. And then I said that I would call Christine Todd

Whitman, and they came out within two weeks, and we started

to do a study.

I also consulted with some veterinarians that are

APEX Reporting
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hired by the United States government because I’m a member

of the United States Equestrian Team. And I got some very

good advice from them. And they said it was definitely some

form of a poisoning or something.

When the EPA came out, they did some testing.

They did everything but water samples in my yard, which I

did request them to do. The only thing that they did was

inside the barn, they tested my shavings. We did some feed

testing. Everything, you know, came back within, you know,

a normal range. I do have the results here. Some of the

results did come back inconclusive. And I haven’t been able

to complete my study with the EPA yet on all of the

findings. I’m still working on it.

But something happened in 2001. It is on the

Internet. If you, you know, just type in Judy Lieberman,

North Billerica, the Republican Committee, which I’m on,

you’ll find that I did do this study. And again, the

results are inconclusive. I’m still working on it.

I also have a suspicion about the biological

pellets that they’ve been dropping for the West Nile Virus.

I’ve been working with some agents from the EPA. Dan Granz

is one of them, and Amy Jane Lussier, who is with Region 1

in Boston, and a couple of other United States federal

agents from Washington, D.C.

I don’t have all of the results back from the
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study. But I just wanted to let the residents know that I

am working on this. I don’t know what happened. I don’t

know if there’s any connection to Iron Horse Park, or if

there is actually something else that’s going on in the

environment in North Billerica. But obviously, there is

something going o~. And just for the record, I wanted to

let you know. If you have any -- I’m a little bit nervous

right now. I apologize. I’m not really a good public

speaker. But I have a lot of information, and I have a got

of good resources. And I’m in contact with chemists and

biologists and veterinarians from all over the country. And

I can guarantee you that I will get to the bottom of this,

and I’ll find out what happened.

As a matter of fact, I wanted to mention for the

record, my problems escalated right before the terrorist

attack in September. My horses were bleeding extensively

around the coronary bands, and I just went into a frenzy, a

complete panic. And I thought, even before I heard about,

you know, the terrorist and, you know, what they were -- I

had no idea what was golng on, but I knew something was

going on. And the EPA was made aware of this well in

advance. And that has been documented, and I have

everything on record. So residents, you’re more than

welcome to contact me and look at anything that I have. And

that’s all I have to say for right now. Thank you.

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077



l

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

I0

ii

12

13

14

12

MR. CIANCIARULO: Anyone else who would like to

make a comment for the record tonight? Hearing none --

Again, if there’s no one else who wishes to make a

statement, I’m going to close the hearing. Again, the

public comment period begins today, a 30-day comment period.

Please make sure you have a copy of that proposed plan, and

you can respond in writing, U.S. Mail, fax or email to Don

McElroy, and Don’s phone number is there, as well. So thank

you. Thank you for attending. Again, thank you for your

participation here today, and your interest in this site,

and your assistance in helping us make a final decision on

this clean-up plan. Thankyou.

(Whereupon, the proceedings were concluded.)

APEX Reporting
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Robert Stanton
<rbtstanton~msn.co
m>

08/05/2004 12:04 PM

To: Don Mcetroy/R1AJSEPAJIJS@EPA
CC:

Subject: Iron Horse Park Clean up Plan

Dear Mr. McEIroy,

I received a copy of the proposed clean up plan for Iron Horse Park. Unfortunately I
was unable to attend your meeting back in June. I think it’s great that there is a concerted
effort to "clean" this site up. However, I do have some comments I would like to share...

First., I am concerned about the recent expansions of existing companies currently in
the Iron Horse Park site such as McQuesten Lumber Co. They recently expanded in the
former Penn Culvert property. This expansion includes a large storage shed/building and
paved parking throughout this site which appears to be located on top of the Old B&H
Oil/Sludge Recycling Area. Associated with this expansion is an increase of tractor trailor
activity. How does this coincide with clean up efforts or is paving over certain areas and
letting companies expand the answer?

A recent trip through the "Park", ] noticed many abandoned MBTA buses stored next to
the large BSdVl building. Why are they now parking such vehicles there and what impact (oil,
antifreeze, transmission fluid) will this have on clean up efforts?

Second, as a resident of the area, how can I be assured that the current companies are
not contributing to the problem at hand. A lot of vehicles both active and inactive, exposed
wood products, general waste and by product~ of other companies currentty operating there.
Is the EPA monitoring these companies? Seems to me that a superfund site should reduce
such activities not increase.

Sincerely,
Robert J. Stanton
7 Whitegate Rd.
Billerica, Ma. 01862
Email: rbtsl~13ton~msn.com
Phone: (978) 663-5160



7 Oxford Road
North Billeriea, MA 01862

Mr. Don MeEIroy
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region I, (HBO)
I Congress Street, Suite 1100
Boston, MA 02114

June t 7, 2004

RE: Iron Horse Park
Superfund Site

Dear Mr. McElroy:

I read your brochure about the proposed cleanup of Iron Horse Park, Superfund
Site, in North Billeriea, with great interest. My home is within a close proximity to Iron
Horse Park. The Middlesex Canal is right behind my house. The water in the Canal does
not flow as it should due to a dam in Iron Horse Park. My questions are as follows:

° After the cleanup, will the Canal water be allowed to flow through Iron
Horse Park as it should?

2. Will the "Superfund Site" name be removed?

.
Will the neighbors still have to disclose that the homes are located near the
"Superfund Site" when selling their homes?

4. Should people in the area be concerned about planting vegetable gardens?
Is the ground water in the area contaminated?

Thank you for your attention to the problems at Iron Horse Park. I do hope to
hear from you on the above issues.

you.

Jeanne LeGallo
s
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R,esponsiveness Summary - Comments

PRP Comments

1) The preferred alternative for the Asbestos Lagoons (excavation and ptacement of material
under the cap at another AOC) is more complicated and will take longer to implement than
capping in-place. The pre~rred alternative hinders the owners ability to plan for and implement
beneficial re-use of the lagoon area. The property owner should be allowed to address this setf-
contained AOC. This would be more efficient and would allow the owner more opportunity to
consider and implement plans for beneficial re-use of their property. Of the alternatives
proposed, EPA should choose SC-1. It would provide more short-term protectiveness to workers
and residents due to less handling and transport of asbestos containing matem’at.

EPA agrees that excavation of material for placement at another AOC may add additional
complication and potentially higher short-term risk to workers and residents. In part because of
comments received during the public comment period, EPA is selecting SC-1, capping in place.
Additional explanation is provided in Section N. of the ROD. EPA is of the opinion that
beneficial reuse of the lagoon area would be easier if asbestos containing material was no longer
present in the lagoon area. However, the lagoons are all on one property, the two alternatives in
question (SC-I - capping in-place and SC-2 - excavation for placement at another AOC) are both
considered protective of human health and the environment and the cost estimates for the
alternatives do not differ greatly. Therefore it is reasonable to attempt to accommodate the
preference of the property owner and allow the material to be capped in place.

2) For the Asbestos Lagoons AOC, EPA has overestimated the cost of capping in-place, and
underestimated the cost of excavation for placement at another AOC. There are more cost-
effective means for capping in-place. Capping in-place would be less expensive than the
excavation option.

While EPA does not agree with the commentor’s assessment with regard to cost, we have chosen
Alternative SC-1, capping in place. Specific issues related to design, construction and cost, can
be resolved during the remedial design process.

3) A low permeability layer is not warranted at the Asbestos Lagoons, because; there is no risk
associated with groundwater, and there is no correlation between contaminants in the lagoons
and associated impacted groundwater.

EPA does not agree with the comment. While this ROD does not address groundwater remedies,
it does address source control issues. As documented in the RI, a risk assessment was conducted
for groundwater. There is groundwater risk associated with the Asbestos Lagoons area. In
addition, there are a number of contaminants, including: xylenes, arsenic, manganese, barium
lead, chromium and zinc, which are present in both the lagoon sediment as well as in
groundwater associated with the Asbestos Lagoons AOC. These contaminant results are also



documented in the RI.

4) No quantitative risk assessment was performed to support the statement that asbestos in the
lagoons presents a current or future risk to human health or the environment.

Risk from exposure to asbestos can be quantified when the concentration of asbestos fiber in air
is known. The amount of asbestos in soil that may become airborne can vary depending on
activities occurring at a site under current or future land use. Methods for quantifying these
amounts are under development. Because of the difficulties in quantifying the amount of
asbestos fiber that may become airborne, EPA has relied on its definition of asbestos-containing
material in determining whether potential risk exists in past decisions. EPA’s National Emissions
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants defined material with 1% or greater asbestos as asbestos-
containing material. Recent information indicates that the I% threshold definition may not be
conservative enough in assessing human health risks.

Since methods for quantifying risks associated with asbestos fibers in soil that may become
airborne are still under development, EPA has conservatively assumed that asbestos material that
has been identified as still present in the lagoons may potentially pose a risk.

5) The preferred alternative (for the Asbestos Lagoons) will increase impacts on wetlands and
the floodplain by increasing the volume within the B&M Landfill.

EPA has selected the alternative SC-1, capping in-place, for the Asbestos Lagoons, therefore
there will be no increase in volume of the B & M Landfill from Asbestos Lagoon material.

Comments from the public

l) Concern was expressed regarding the perceived expansion of companies and activities within
Iron Horse Park. (the Cooperative Reserve property -formerly Penn Culvert was specifically
referenced). How does this expansion coincide with cleanup efforts.

A historic Superfund problem has been that properties associated with superftmd sites, have often
been left unused or under-used even when this was not warranted due to contamination on the
property. One of the goals of the Superfund program is land/property re-use. In other words,
taking cleanup actions necessary to allow for some desired future use, whether restricted or
unrestricted. An unrestricted use is typically a property which has achieved a level of cleanup
such that it would be appropriate for residential use. Under commercial or industrial uses (where
perhaps a worker is present on site for a limited number of days a year and no children or other
sensitive populations are present) some levels of residual contamination may still be considered
protective, ,while those same levels of contamination would not be considered protective in a



residential setting (where children, for exampIe may play on the ground and use the site for a
much longer period of time during the year).

At Iron Horse Park, Cooperative Reserve, Inc. has purchased property from Penn Culvert and has
been improving the property for its lumber business. While this property was not unused
previously, it is certainly being used more now. This activity and these improvements are not in
opposition to the cleanup efforts at Iron Horse Park. Companies may utilize superfund sites as
long as they don?t interfere with the remedy, contribute additional contamination, or create a
situation where site contamination is released into the environment. If a company were to carry
out any of these actions on a site they would risk incurring liability under CERCLA and being
named a responsible party for the cost of the entire Superfund remedy.

2) How can it be assured that the activities of current companies (vehicle storage, exposed Wood
products, general waste) are not contributing to the problem? Is EPA monitoring these
companies? A Superfund Site shouM reduce activities such as these.

See previous comment concerning actions by companies that might incur Superfund liability.
EPA and its contractors, along with the State, will be active on the Site during the remedial
action period and may be in a position to observe any potential problems with the operations of
the companies operating within the Site.

3) The Middlesex Canal does not flow as it shouM due to a dam within lron Horse Park. After
the cleanup will the Canal water be allowed to flow as it should?

The only dams that EPA is aware of in the Middlesex Canal have been beaver dams. At this
time, based on EPA’s knowledge of the Site to date, the beaver dams and any cleanup activities
are unrelated. Any future remedial action concerning surface waters at the Site will be addressed
under OU4.

4) Will the "Superfund Site ’" name be removed?

Iron Horse Park was listed on the Superfund National Priorities List (NPL) in 1984. Sites are not
eligible for deletion from the NPL until all cleanup activities are completed and Remedial Action
Objectives have been achieved. Therefore, EPA cannot consider deleting this site from the
Superfund list until the cleanup activities outlined in this Record of Decision (and future Records
of Decision, namely for the newly created Operable Unit 4) are completed. Since a capped
landfill has already been left on Site (Shaffer Landfill, OU2), and under this remedy additional
areas of contamination will be capped, the Site is currently not a candidate for delisting from the
NPL.

3



5) Will netghbors who are selling homes still need to disclose that homes are near the Superfund
Site?

Disclosure of the proximity of a property to a SuPerfund site is not a requirement under
CERCLA (the "Superfund’" law). Iron Horse Park wilt continue to be a Superfund site until such
time as EPA deletes it from the National Priorities List (NPL). (See response to previous
question)

6) Should people in the area be concerned about planting vegetable gardens?

EPA is unaware ofany Iron Horse Park Site conditions or contamination that would have
affected residential gardens.

7) ls groundwater in the area contaminated?

There is groundwater contamination associated with Iron Horse Park. Various contaminants are
present above either Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs - or drinking water standards) or
health based ,contaminant levels. EPA is not aware of any human receptors exposed to
groundwater (i.e. anyone drinking this groundwater). As discussed in the ROD, the selected
remedies address source control of contaminants that may migrate into groundwater and are
present in the areas to be capped. The remediaton of groundwater, surface water and sediment
will be addressed in the ROD for OU4,

Comments from the Public Hearing

1) EPA should make data associated with groundwater, surface water, sediment and air
monitoring accessible on-line, so that the effectiveness of the cleanup can be determined.

EPA will post new monitoring data on-line. The link where data as well as other site information
earl be found is www.epa, gov/ne/superfand/sites/ironhorse,

2) EPA shouM examine contaminant mobility rates and the proximity of waste to groundwater to
determine if at any areas to be capped, installation of an impermeable liner under and around
the waste, would be warranted

EPA has examined the concentration, mobility and proximity to groundwater of contaminants in
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the source areas at OU3. This is discussed in Section E. of the ROD and is discussed in greater
detail in the Remedial Investigation, primarily in the sections addressing Nature and Extent of
Contamination, and Contaminant Fate and Transport. The additional cost that would be
associated with excavation of all of these source areas for placement of liners (which would be in
the 1 O’s of millions of dollars) would be prohibitively expensive, with limited environmental
benefit. As discussed previously, groundwater cleanup will be addressed in the ROD for OU4.

3) A study should be conducted regarding cancer rates and potential cancer clusters in the area.

The Department of Health and Human Services’ Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry (ATSDR) is the Federal agency responsible for evaluating such requests, typically in
conjunction with the state Department of Public Health. This comment has been forwarded to
ATSDR for their consideration and follow-up.

Comments from MADEP

/) MADEP expects the opportunity to review and comment on cleanup goats for soils prior to
finalization of the ROD.

MADEP has had the opportunity to review and comment on cleanup goals for soils as welt as the
rest of the ROD.

2) This proposed plan addresses soil contamination. Groundwater monitoring should be
conducted as a remedial investigation activity, not as apart of the remedy for OU3.

Capping is being conducted at all of the AOCs in accordance with toxics, solid waste or
hazardous waste regulations. These regulations require monitoring (including groundwater
monitoring) as a part of post-closure activities. Therefore, groundwater monitoring will be
conducted in the vicinity of the capped areas to assess the effectiveness of the caps.

3) The proposed ptan does not discuss VOC’s in a monitoring well adjacent to the Asbestos
Landfill. The VOC’s should be investigated either during the design process or during the OU4
investigation.

The VOC issue noted will be addressed as part of the OU4 investigation.



4) The preferred alternatives wilt require Institutional Controls to maintain the effectiveness of
the remedy and prevent future exposure to contaminants that wilt remain on site.

EPA agrees that Institutional Controls will be necessary as part of the remedy for OU3.
Institutional Controls, primarily in the form of land use restrictions, are discussed in Section L. of
the ROD which describes the selected remedy.

5) MADEP questions whether the FS assumption with regard to excavating the Asbestos
Lagoons to a depth of 1 foot is valid, or whether more extensive excavation may be necessary.

As discussed earlier, EPA has selected SC-I, capping in-place, as the remedy at the Asbestos
Lagoons.

6) DEP notes that at the Old B&M Oil~Sludge Recycling Area, the cap needs to constitute an
"Engineered Barrier" as defined in the MCP MADEP also notes an issue regarding non
aqueous phase liquid (-NAPL) associated with groundwater

The selected remedy for the Old B&M Oil/Sludge Recycling Area states that this area must be
capped in accordance with the relevant and appropriate portions of the State Solid Waste
regulations. In addition, EPA has designated the MADEP "Landfill Technical Guidance
Manual" as a document "To Be Considered" in association with the implementation of the
remedy at the Old B&M Oil/Sludge Recycling Area.

7) At the B&M Locomotive Shop Disposal Areas, MADEP indicates a preference for excavation
and consolidation of material (SC-2), rather than capping in-place (SC-t). In support of this
preference, MADEP cites, in part, the potential difficulty of performing the construction in close
proximity to the wetlands.

In EPA’s judgement, the increased cost (approximately $6 million) associated with the
implementation of the SC-2 alternative is not warranted, given the limited additional benefit that
would be realized. While there will be issues associated with construction in close proximity to
wetlands, this would also be an issue if SC-2 were implemented. Protection and potential
restoration of wetlands would be necessary with either alternative and does not pose a problem in
implementing the remedy.

8) MADEP questions whether the volume of material to be excavated at the B&M Locomotive
Shop Disposal Areas, is overestimated.

6



During the RI, EPA conducted subsurface profiling using ground penetrating radar and
electro-magnetic surveying, in addition to soil borings and test pits in order to help define the
nature and extent of waste. EPA is confident that this combined information, provides a
reasonably accurate assessment of the volume of the B&M Locomotive Shop Disposal Areas.
However, EPA has determined not to excavate the B&M Locomotive Shop, but instead to cap
the Site.
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